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performance. The number of agricultural corporations have been increasing but their profitability has been decreasing.

This study analyze factors influencing business performance by types of agricultural corporation for improving

In this

situation, it is important to analyze factors influencing business performance for improving their profitability. We estimate a model
including financial indexes and corporation’s characters using ordinary least square. \We use agricultural corporations survey data for
10years(2005~2014) of Statistics Korea. This study analyze bookkeeping recorded agricultural corporations for the same period. As a
result, we find factors to influence Return on Assets(ROA). Additionally, we calculate optimized current ratio and debt ratio for
ROA maximization. Operation period and the number of full-time workers also have a positive effect on ROA. Agricultural
production, processing and distribution variables by business types have a positive effect on ROA, but some of their interaction terms
have a negative effect on ROA. We expect that this result will help for improving corporation’s business performance.

Mg{" yqtfu : Agricultural Corporation, Business Performance, Financial Index.
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Table 1. Definition of variable

Variable Unit Definition
ROA % Return on Asset
CR % Current Ratio
CR2 - Square of Current Ratio
DR % Debt Ratio
DR2 - Square of Debt Ratio
Period year Operation Period
Employee person The Number of Regular
Employee
Production Dummy If Income of Prodgction>0, then
1, Otherwise 0
Processing Dummy If Income of Pro_cess>0,
then 1, Otherwise 0
L If Income of Distribution>0, then
Distribution Dummy 1 Otherwise 0
Interactionl Dummy ProductionxProcess
Interaction2 Dummy ProductionxDistribution
Interaction3 Dummy ProcessxDistribution
Interaction4 Dummy ProductionxProcessxDistribution
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

A - o1t 84

Variable Farming association co_rporation Agricultural company cgrporation
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
ROA 1.15 16.21 -121.88 60.00 -0.19 18.80 -121.74 60.00
CR 386.08 765.65 0.00 5000.00 328.88 664.29 0.00 5000.00
CR? 735,263.70 | 2,791,847.00 0.00 | 25,000,000.00 549411.40 | 2,352,297.00 0.00 | 25,000,000.00
DR 167.69 582.50 -3500.00 4300.00 240.41 685.97 -3490.91 4300.00
DR? 367,413.40 | 1,440,510.00 0.01 | 18,500,000.00 528,313.40 | 1,732,227.00 0.04 | 18,500,000.00
Period 6.58 5.01 0.00 44.00 411 4.66 0.00 50.00
Employee 3.23 7.88 0.00 258.00 6.72 15.92 0.00 360.00
Production 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Processing 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00
Distribution 0.29 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Interactionl 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00
Interaction2 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00
Interaction3 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00
Interaction4 0.01 0.08 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.08 0.00 1.00
Number of Obs. 33,310 12,672
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Table 3. Mean value of financial index by year (%)

Farming association Agricultural company
Year corporation corporation

ROA | CR DR | ROA | CR DR
2005 | 254 | 327.34 | 18450 | -056 | 28176 | 199.97
2006 | 245 | 36329 | 20146 | 167 | 240.11 | 237.38
2007 | 212 | 32497 | 21099 | -1.09 | 22058 | 272.85
2008 | 195 | 32947 | 20713 | -0.74 | 20469 | 27527
2009 | 265 | 36026 | 19379 | 055 | 26111 | 227.83
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2011 | 098 | 40898 | 17067 | 022 | 330.87 | 203.62 g8k n|x Aow Jehtth ¥z $5H)e AEe
2012 0.54 399.95 | 147.68 | -1.80 | 350.57 | 228.95 ()9 Go3 Fae nzl Aoz Jehdt) wakd &
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Table 4. Estimation results
Varizble Farming association corporation Agricultural company corporation
Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error
CR(x10-2) 1.004*** 0.032 1.011%** 0.067
CR2(x10-6) -2.100*** 0.087 -2.380*** 0.188
DR(x10-3) 2.428*** 0.158 4.154%** 0.267
DR2(x10-7) -8.980*** 0.643 -11.800*** 1.060
Period 0.076*** 0.018 0.219*** 0.036
Employee 0.099*** 0.011 0.045*** 0.011
Production 2.014*** 0.245 2.490*** 0.499
Processing 1.606*** 0.274 1.671%** 0.524
Distribution 3.072%** 0.256 3.512*** 0.502
Interactionl -1.879%** 0.555 -2.838*** 1.042
Interaction2 -1.895*** 0.564 -1.366 1.005
Interaction3 -2.670%** 0.590 -1.319 1.052
Interaction4 1.271 1.381 0.825 2.505
Intercept -3.789*** 0.220 -6.203*** 0.430
*p <0.1, **p <0.05, ***p <0.01
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Table 5. Marginal effect of each business type
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Production 2.014 3
Processing 1.606 6
Distribution 3.072 2
Farming association corporation ProductionxProcessing 1.741 5
Rtqfwevkgpx Fkuvtkcwkgp 503;3 3
ProcessingxDistribution 2.008 4
ProductionxProcessingxDistribution 1.519 7
Production 2.490 5
Processing 1.671 6
Distribution 3.512 3
Agricultural company corporation ProductionxProcessing 1.323 7
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ProcessingxDistribution 3.864 2
ProductionxProcessingxDistribution 2.975 4
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